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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment filed on 1 1/7/2005, 
affidavits filed on 12/21/2005, and IDS filed on 1/10/2006. 

2. Claims 1-33 are pending in this case. Claims 1, 13, 14, 22, and 33 are 
independent claims. Claims 1, 13, 14, and 22 have been amended. Claim 33 has been 
newly added. 

3. The rejection of claims 1-5, 8-12, 22-25, and 28-32 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Saito et al. (hereinafter Saito, US Patent Application 
Publication Number 2001/0042083, filed on August 13, 1998) in view of Guck (US 
Patent Number 5,91 1,776, issued June 15, 1999) has been withdrawn due to 
amendments. 

4. The rejection of claims 6, 7, 26, and 27 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saito et al. (hereinafter Saito, US Patent Application Publication 
Number 2001/0042083, filed on August 13, 1998) in view of Guck (US Patent Number 
5,91 1,776, issued June 15, 1999) as applied to claims 1 and 22 above, and further in 
view of Khandekar (US Patent Number 6,732,102, filed on November 16, 2000) has 
been withdrawn due to amendments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claim 33 recites the limitation "said target markup language" 
in line 6 on page 9 of the amendment and "the target markup language" in lines 14-15 
on page 9. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Earlier 
in the claim the term "target format" is used which does not directly correspond to the 
"target markup language" which it is referred to as later in the claim. Proper correction 
is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6-9, 12, 22, 24, 26-29, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito et al. (hereinafter Saito, US Patent Application 
Publication Number 2001/0042083, filed on August 13, 1998) in view of Rowe et al. 
(hereinafter Rowe, US Patent Number 6,073,148, filed on November 10, 1998). 

Regarding independent claim 1, Saito discloses a method in which a template 
is identified which corresponds to a specified document in which the document includes 
formatted content (page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045 of Saito). The template is applied to 
the document and an application extracts data from the formatted content and formats 
the data based upon the template in which the formatting produces a second document 
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in a target format (page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045 of Saito). Saito discloses a method in 
which templates have a content marker for locating data in which the content marker 
has an identifier for identifying data within the formatted content that corresponds to a 
specific topic (page 1, paragraph 0002 and page 5, paragraphs 0050-0055 of Saito). 
Saito does not disclose a method in which the marker identifies an offset for determining 
content. However, Rowe discloses a method in which a marker identifies an offset to be 
used to obtain the necessary content from a document (column 31, line 56-column 32, 
line 11). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the methods of Saito and Rowe because it would 
have provided a way to efficiently request specific portions of a document. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Saito discloses a method in which the data is 
unformatted data (page 3, paragraphs 0041-0042 of Saito). 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Saito discloses a method in which the document 
is conveyed and presented through a user interface to a client (page 3, paragraph 0039 
of Saito). 

Regarding dependent claims 6 and 7, Saito discloses a method in which 
templates have a content marker for locating data in which the content marker has an 
identifier for identifying data within the formatted content (page 1 , paragraph 0002 and 
page 5, paragraph 0050 of Saito). Saito does not disclose a method in which the 
marker identifies an offset for determining content. However, Rowe discloses a method 
in which a marker identifies an offset to be used to obtain the necessary content from a 
document (column 31 , line 56-column 32, line 11). It would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined the 
methods of Saito and Rowe because it would have provided a way to efficiently request 
specific portions of a document. 

Regarding dependent claims 8-9, Saito discloses a method in which the 
formatted content is in HTML (page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045 of Saito). 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Saito discloses a method in which the second 
document and the specified document are of a different modality (page 3, paragraphs 
0042-0045 of Saito). 

Regarding independent claim 22 and dependent claims 24, 26-29, and 32, 
the claims incorporate substantially similar subject matter as claims 1 , 4, 6-9, and 12. 
Thus, the claims are rejected along the same rationale as claims 1, 4, 6-9, and 12. 

9. Claims 13-21 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito et al. (hereinafter Saito, US Patent Application Publication Number 
2001/0042083, filed on August 13, 1998) in view of Guck (US Patent Number 
5,911,776, issued June 15, 1999). 

Regarding independent claim 13, Saito discloses a method in which formatted 
content is located in a document (page 1 , paragraph 0002 and page 5, paragraph 0050 
of Saito). Saito discloses that a template is constructed corresponding to the data 
location corresponding to a content marker in which the template corresponds to the 
document (page 1, paragraph 0002, page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045,and page 5, 
paragraph 0050 of Saito). Saito also discloses that the templates are mapped to their 
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corresponding document using a table (Figure 5 and page 3, paragraph 0043 of Saito). 
Saito discloses a method in which templates have a content marker for locating data in 
which the content marker has an identifier for identifying data within the formatted 
content that corresponds to a specific topic (page 1 , paragraph 0002 and page 5, 
paragraphs 0050-0055 of Saito). Saito does not disclose a method in which the 
template corresponds to a specific markup language and the second document is this 
formatted into the markup language different than the original. However, Guck 
discloses a method in which a template (shadow file) corresponds to a document and a 
specific document format that includes markup languages, and when a document is 
requested by format the template is used to format the content of the original document 
into the specific markup language (SGML, XML, HTML, etc.) (column 4, line 40-column 
5, line 24 and Figure 8 of Guck). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have combined the methods of Saito and 
Guck because it would have allowed for formats to be specified based on the device or 
program used to access the data, thus it would have made the content available to a 
larger audience. 

Regarding independent claim 14, Saito discloses a method in which templates 
exist for extracting formatted content from corresponding documents and a table is used 
to associate the templates with the corresponding documents (Figure 5 and page 3, 
paragraph 0043 of Saito). Saito discloses a method in which templates have a content 
marker for locating data in which the content marker has an identifier for identifying data 
within the formatted content that corresponds to a specific topic (page 1 , paragraph 
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0002 and page 5 t paragraphs 0050-0055 of Saito). Saito does not directly disclose a 
buffer for receiving documents or a formatter for formatting the data using the target 
markup language. . However, Guck discloses a method in which a template (shadow 
file) corresponds to a document and a specific document format that includes markup 
languages, and when a document is requested by format the template is used to format 
the content of the original document into the specific markup language (SGML, XML, 
HTML, etc.) (column 4, line 40-column 5, line 24 and Figure 8 of Guck). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the methods of Saito and Guck because it would have allowed for 
formats to be specified based on the device or program used to access the data, thus it 
would have made the content available to a larger audience. 

Regarding dependent claims 15 and 16, Saito discloses a method in which 
templates have a content marker for locating data in which the content marker has an 
identifier for identifying data within the formatted content (page 1 , paragraph 0002 and 
page 5, paragraph 0050-0055 of Saito). 

Regarding dependent claims 17 and 18, Saito discloses a method in which the 
formatted content is in HTML (page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045 of Saito). 

Regarding dependent claim 19 and 20, Saito does not disclose a method in 
which the second document is formatted in VoiceXML. Saito does not disclose a 
method in which the second document is formatted in VoiceXML. However, Guck 
discloses a method in which the newly formatted document is converted into an audio 
format for IVR systems and sent to a speech interface (column 4, lines 17-38 of Guck). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the methods of Saito and Guck because it would have 
allowed for formats to be specified based on the format that a user had the ability to 
access, thus it would have made the content available to a larger audience. 

Guck does not disclose that the format used is specifically VoiceXML, however 
as stated in the applicant's own specification (page 3, linel 2-page 4, line 12 of 
Applicant's specification) VoiceXML was a well-known an audio presentation language 
used to transcode HTML documents into audio format. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used 
VoiceXML when converting HTML documents of Guck into IVR audio document 
because it would have provided a simple way of converting the documents without 
having to reformat the content. 

Regarding dependent claim 21, Saito discloses a method in which the second 
document and the specified document are of a different modality (page 3, paragraphs 
0042-0045 of Saito). 

10. Claims 3, 5, 10, 11, 23, 25, 30, 31, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Saito et al. (hereinafter Saito, US Patent Application 
Publication Number 2001/0042083, filed on August 13, 1998) in view of Rowe et al. 
(hereinafter Rowe, US Patent Number 6,073,148, filed on November 10, 1998) and 
further in view of Guck (US Patent Number 5,91 1 ,776, issued June 1 5, 1 999). 
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Regarding dependent claim 3, neither Saito nor Rowe disclose a method in 
which the document is a web page accessed using HTTP with a location specified by a 
URL. However, Guck discloses a method in which the document requested is a web 
page accessed using HTTP from a location specified by a URL (column 10, lines 7-46 
of Guck). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the methods of Saito and Rowe with the method of 
Guck because web pages, HTTP, and URLs would have provided a simple way for 
remote users to access documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 5, neither Saito nor Rowe disclose a method in 
which the interface is a speech interface. However, Guck discloses a method in which 
the newly formatted document is converted into an audio format for IVR systems and 
sent to a speech interface (column 4, lines 17-38 of Guck). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
the methods of Saito and Rowe with the teachings of Guck because it would have 
allowed for formats to be specified based on the format that a user had the ability to 
access, thus it would have made the content available to a larger audience. 

Regarding dependent claims 10-11, neither Saito nor Rowe disclose a method 
in which the second document is formatted in VoiceXML. However, Guck discloses a 
method in which the newly formatted document is converted into an audio format for 
IVR systems and sent to a speech interface (column 4, lines 17-38 of Guck). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have combined the methods of Saito and Rowe with the teachings of Guck because it 
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would have allowed for formats to be specified based on the format that a user had the 
ability to access, thus it would have made the content available to a larger audience. 

Guck does not disclose that the format used is specifically VoiceXML, however 
as stated in the applicant's own specification (page 3, linel 2-page 4, line 12 of 
Applicant's specification) VoiceXML was a well-known an audio presentation language 
used to transcode HTML documents into audio format. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used 
VoiceXML when converting HTML documents of Guck into IVR audio document 
because it would have provided a simple way of converting the documents without 
having to reformat the content. 

Regarding dependent claims 23, 25, 30, and 31, the claims incorporate 
substantially similar subject matter as claims 3, 5, 10, and 11. Thus, the claims are 
rejected along the same rationale as claims 3, 5, 10, and 11. 

Regarding independent claim 33, Saito discloses a method in which a template 
is identified which corresponds to a specified document in which the document includes 
formatted content (page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045 of Saito). The template is applied to 
the document and an application extracts data from the formatted content and formats 
the data based upon the template in which the formatting produces a second document 
in a target format (page 3, paragraphs 0042-0045 of Saito). Saito discloses a method in 
which templates have a content marker for locating data in which the content marker 
has an identifier for identifying data within the formatted content that corresponds to a 
specific topic, and content markers are ordered based on the order in which the data is 
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presented (Figure 15, page 1, paragraph 0002, and page 5, paragraphs 0050-0055 of 
Saito). Saito does not disclose a method in which the marker identifies an offset for 
determining content. However, Rowe discloses a method in which a marker identifies 
an offset to be used to obtain the necessary content from a document (column 31 , line 
56-column 32, line 11). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have combined the methods of Saito and Rowe 
because it would have provided a way to efficiently request specific portions of a 
document. 

Neither Saito nor Rowe disclose a method in which the template corresponds to 
a specific markup language and the second document is this formatted into the markup 
language different than the original. However, Guck discloses a method in which a 
template (shadow file) corresponds to a document and a specific document format that 
includes markup languages, and when a document is requested by format the template 
is used to format the content of the original document into the specific markup language 
(SGML, XML, HTML, etc.) (column 4, line 40-column 5, line 24 and Figure 8 of Guck). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have combined the methods of Saito and Rowe with the teachings of Guck 
because it would have allowed for formats to be specified based on the device or 
program used to access the data, thus it would have made the content available to a 
larger audience. 



Response to Arguments 
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1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-33 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

12. The affidavit/declaration is now acceptable due to the fact that all inventors have 
submitted a signed affidavit declaration, the examiner points out that the prior art 
currently being referred to in the case is not effected by the affidavit/declaration of the 
inventors. 

Conclusion 

1 3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua D. Campbell whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4133. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30 AM - 4:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



